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SUMMARY
1. Marked differences exist in the average weights of hogs re­
ceived at the large central markets of the United States and 
in the average weights of hogs purchased and killed by the 
different packing plants.
2. Areas with heavy corn production and proportionately few 
fall pigs tend to market the heaviest hogs.
3. Sharp differences exist in the quality of hogs purchased and 
killed in different packing plants in a given region as well as 
between regions of the United States.
4. No region with considerable commercial hog slaughter sells 
as much as half of its hog products in the fresh meat trade.
5. There are marked differences in the kinds of pork cuts pur­
chased and the per capita amounts of lard required in dif­
ferent localities.
6. Small packers and butchers are guided by the local require­
ments when purchasing hogs and pork products for their local 
trade.
7. During recent years the hog packing industry has been under­
going some shift in location.
8. Pork packing and hog production are increasing in the north­
west part of the United States and especially in the northwest 
Corn Belt.
9. Corn acreage, too, is increasing in the northwest part of the 
United States, especially in the northwest Corn Belt, but is 
decreasing in the southern and eastern portions of this country.
10. A  generous proportion of the hogs consigned for sale at the 
large central markets is reshipped elsewhere for slaughter.
11. From 1915 to 1932 the central livestock markets located west 
of Chicago reshipped an increasing percentage of their re­
ceipts of slaughter hogs, while the markets located further east 
reshipped a declining percentage. From 1915 to 1926 this 
movement from the Chicago market was increasing and re­
sembled that of the western terminals. From 1926 to 1933 the 
direction of this trend was reversed and resembled that of the 
eastern terminals.
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Trends in the Hog and Pork Trade 
In the United States1
By I. W . A rthur
Recent attempts to control the production of hogs in the United 
States bring up many questions as to the nature of the hog enter­
prise and variations in the hogs marketed in different regions.
This bulletin presents information on: (a) The differences in 
the weights of hogs marketed in different parts of the United States; 
(b) Certain trends which have developed in the location of the 
com, hog and packing enterprises; (c) Data regarding the ship­
ment of slaughter hogs from central markets; and (d) the variation 
in pork requirements in different areas.
A considerable portion of this information is rather common 
knowledge among packers and others in the hog trade but is not 
so commonly understood by producers of hogs.
VARIATIONS IN WEIGHTS OF MARKET HOGS 
IN THE UNITED STATES
Data Concerning average weights of hogs marketed in differ­
ent parts of the United States are available from three different 
sources and are presented here in the following order: (1) Receipts 
at central markets; (2) packers’ reports to the government for the 
year 1928; and (3) packers’ statements to the writer on average 
hog purchases. 1
Figures for 1933 to 1935 have been omitted from most of the 
following data. The extensive purchases of light pigs by the gov­
ernment, production control programs and drouth all tend to make 
the data for these years unusual and unsatisfactory for present pur­
poses.
AVERAGE WEIGHTS OF HOGS RECEIVED AT 
CENTRAL MARKETS
That the average weights of hogs marketed in different parts 
of the United States are different is shown by a study of weights of
(1 ) Project No. 4 of the Iowa Agricultural Experiment Station.
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Fig. 1— Of the hogs received at central markets in the United States from 
1922-1932, the heaviest average weights were recorded at Omaha, Sioux City and 
Chicago. These markets serve territories which are superior in producing corn. 
The further a market is located from this good corn region the lighter in weight 
the hogs tend to become.
hogs received at the principal central markets. Figure 1 shows 
that Omaha, Sioux City and Chicago receive, on the average, the 
heaviest hogs of any of the markets. This is explained by the fact 
that the area supplying these three markets includes a large part of 
the best corn land in the United States. As can be seen in the chart, 
the farther a market is removed from this good corn area, the lighter 
in weight its hogs tend to become.
For the Omaha, Sioux City, Chicago and St. Paul markets the 
monthly average weights of hogs are heaviest in the period from 
July to September and lightest during the late fall and winter. 
These markets serve that part of the Corn Belt which produces main­
ly spring pigs. In the late fall and winter when the spring pig crop 
is coming to market, average weights are low and total receipts 
are large. During the late summer, when the proportion of sows is 
relatively large and total receipts are small, average weights natur­
ally are high because sows average heavier than butcher hogs.
For the period 1922 to 1932, inclusive, the months with heav­
iest average weight of hogs received were as follows: Chicago—  
August, 253 lbs; Omaha— September, 273 lbs.; Sioux City— August, 
278 lbs.; St. Paul— July, 248 lbs. It is of interest to contrast the 
figures from this area with those from the adjoining area on the 
south. V
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For the period 1922 to 1932, inclusive, Kansas City hog re­
ceipts showed heaviest monthly average weights per head during the 
first 3 months of the year. At St. Louis the heaviest monthly 
average weights were in February for the 11-year period, and at 
St. Joseph March and August were the months with the heaviest 
average weights.
These three markets had heavy weight hogs in the summer while 
the lightest weights came in October and November and again in 
May and June. They serve an area that has lighter weight hogs 
each year than the region immediately to the north. Two crops of 
hogs per year are common in the area serving St. Joseph, Kansas 
City and St. Louis. With this type of production and management 
a smaller proportion of the sows is marketed in the late summer 
and more are sold in the winter than in the northwestern part of the 
Corn Belt.
PACKER’S RECORDS ON HOG WEIGHTS IN 1928 
An indication of the differences in weights of hogs purchased 
by killers in different sections of the United States is shown in the 
following analysis (fig. 2) of the weights of 38,076,072 hogs slaugh­
tered in 111 packing plants under Federal inspection in 1928.
Figure 2 shows that in 1928 the hogs killed in New England 
averaged 249% pounds in weight. The data are from the records of
Fig. 2— A wide variation is apparent in average weights of hogs slaughtered 
in 1928 by packers in different regions of the United States. The heaviest weights 
are in the central Corn Belt. Lighter weights are slaughtered both to the east and 
to thé west of this area. The exception is New England where the heaviest average 
weights for any region are killed.
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the slaughter in six of the larger plants which had a combined vol­
ume of 1,186,921 head during that year. In the adjacent territory 
o f New York and eastern Pennsylvania, the sample of 2,909,415 
head of hogs averaged 170 pounds in weight. At the same time the 
territory close to Chesapeake Bay, including the cities of Baltimore, 
Washington and Richmond, slaughtered hogs averaging 163y2 
pounds according to the sample of 533,970 head reported by pack­
ers there. The average of those killed by Pacific Coast packers was 
188.4 pounds, while the Central Market hogs in St. Paul, Wichita 
and the Missouri River markets averaged 249% pounds per head in 
that year. The Illinois-Indiana group averaged 244% pounds for 
9,005,884 head, while 16 interior packers in 8 states killed 
10,024,057 head of hogs that averaged 237 pounds in weight. By 
an interior packer is meant one whose plant is located not adjacent 
to a large central market.
This study covers only the year 1928 and only 38 million of the 
approximately 49.8 million head of hogs which were slaughtered 
under Federal inspection during that year. By using the monthly 
weights at terminal markets and the packers’ statements on weights 
o f hogs purchased, which cover a period longer than 1 year, dif­
ferent average weights are obtained than by using data for the 1 
year, 1928. An example of this fact is noted in the case of the 
six packers in the Kansas City-Wichita group, shown in table 9. Re­
ceipts of hogs at Kansas City for the 11 years noted in fig. 1 indi­
cate average weights of 228 pounds per head. The hogs received 
at the Kansas City market in 1928 averaged 235 pounds. This was 
one of the heaviest annual average weights at this market for the 
11-year period studied. This is a reminder that the figures for 1 
year usually are not as satisfactory as those covering a longer per­
iod. This difference, however, can be checked by the figures avail­
able on average weights of market receipts in fig. 1 and the figures 
on average kill by plants given in fig. 3.
One interesting feature of table 9 is the variation in weights 
from one season of the year to another. Most of the packers re­
ceive heavier hogs in the summer than in winter, a usual situation 
in many of the central markets. The New England group, how­
ever, had heaviest weights in the spring of the year with rather 
steady weights through the summer but declining in the fall, es­
pecially in November. This section is a large buyer of finished
7
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Fig. 3— Reports from packers on average weights of hogs purchased in an av­
erage year show a wide variation by regions. The regions here include groups of 
states showing-similar average weights of hogs purchased. The heavier weights are 
purchased in the upper Mississippi Valley and lighter weights in the areas toward 
the seaboard. Data from this source are not available for New England.
heavy hogs. In November 240-250 pound choice fat butchers are 
not plentiful. Weights in the Chesapeake Bay territory are un­
usually high in summer and low in November. In the Ohio-Pitts- 
burgh territory weights fall off sharply after September because of 
the early run of fall pigs. On the other hand, the seasonal decline 
of weights in the fall is less marked in the Illinois-Indiana section 
and with the interior group.
In certain deficit areas, where hog production is low in rela­
tion to local requirements, live hogs are shipped in for slaughter. 
Deficit areas of hog production which ship in live hogs for slaugh­
ter tend to have less seasonal variation in weights than the sur­
plus areas. This is because buyers for the deficit area tend to se­
lect the weights desired for consumption in their area. On the other 
hand, the plants in the surplus areas process what is left after buy­
ers from the deficit areas have selected what they want. This nat­
urally makes for a larger seasonal variation of average weights in 
the surplus area.
PACKERS’ STATEMENTS ON HOG WEIGHTS
In an effort to obtain an independent measure of variation of 
weights of hogs slaughtered in different parts of the United States, 
representative packers were recently invited by the writer to make a
8
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TABLE 1. AVERAGE NUMBER AND AVERAGE WEIGHT OF HOGS PURCHASED ANNUALLY BY 143 PLANTS IN 9 REGIONS
District
New York, 
New Jersey,. 
Pennsyl­
vania
Ohio,
Wisconsin,. 
Michigan, 
Kentucky
Iowa, 
Nebra ska, 
Minnesota, 
S. Dakota, 
N. Dakota
Illinois,
Indiana
Texas,
Oklahoma,
Missouri,
Kansas
Far West 
Region
Georgia,
Alabama
Chesapeake
Bay
Region
West
Virginia
Number of 
plants report­
ing ................. 34 20 16 31 20 14 2 5 1
Average num­
b e r  of hogs 
purchased 
annually ........ 3,064,170 2,364,882 7,889,102 6,339,225 3,461,588 2,844,868 24,908 599,651 162,500
Average 
weight per 
head .... 181 210 245 244 224 217 (A ) * 195 ’ 167 233
Source of data:
Statements made by packers in the spring of 1933 on the form on page 270 in appendix 
Detail data for this table are shown in tables 13 to 22 in the appendix.
(A ) This district was the only one 
Washington 203 lbs., Idaho 214 lbs.. considerable variation. The different states had average weights of hogs as follows: Utah 208 lbs., California 187 lbs., Colorado 222 lbs.
248
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statement regarding their usual requirements for hogs. The own­
ers of 143 plants with a total average annual slaughter of 30,498,265 
head of hogs responded with a description of their usual live hog 
purchases. Copies of this questionnaire and the accompanying let­
ter are in the appendix.
It should not be inferred from this evidence that the packers 
were always able to get exactly the kinds of hogs which they de­
sired. It shows what their purchases actually were under average 
conditions. Data from this source have been incorporated in table 
1 and fig. 3 showing the average weight of hogs purchased by pack­
ers in various regions. In a general way there is a close agree­
ment in the figures on weights of hogs handled in different sec­
tions of the United States according to the evidence presented from 
three different sources, viz. Central Market Receipts; Packers’ Re­
ports on Slaughter; and Packers’ Statements on Usual Hog Pur­
chases.
The Illinois-Indiana groups cover exactly the same area in 
figs. 2 and 3, and the average weights agree to within %  pound 
per head. Figure 1 shows somewhat lighter weights received at 
the markets located in this area. This is to be expected, however, 
since the majority of “ order buyer”  purchases consist of light 
weight hogs to be shipped out. This naturally leaves the heavier 
weights for slaughter at that point.
The Chesapeake Bay region is similar in extent in figs. 2 and 
3 and the average weight of hogs purchased as indicated in fig. 
3 corresponds closely with average weights slaughtered there in 
1928 as shown in fig. 2.
The areas covered in the Pacific Coast region differ somewhat 
in figs, ij 2 and 3. The evidence, however, uniformly points to 
light hogs. The fact that most of this region is poorly adapted to 
corn production accounts for the light weight hogs.
Figure 2 indicates that heavy weight hogs are desired for the 
New England trade. The other two sources of information do not 
afford data covering that area.
In fig. 3 the section including New York, New Jersey and 
Pennsylvania shows average hog weights of 181 pounds per head. 
The reason that the hog weights in this area average somewhat 
higher than the New York and eastern Pennsylvania section shown
10
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in fig. 2, may be found by reviewing the reports of individual 
packers. These reports show that-western Pennsylvania, with its 
coal and other heavy industries centering around Pittsburgh, de­
mands heavier hogs for slaughter than the eastern portion of that 
state where lighter hogs similar to those slaughtered in New Jersey 
and New York are required.
In fig. 2 western Pennsylvania is grouped with Ohio, giving 
an average weight of 223.5 pounds for that area. Kentucky, Ohio, 
Michigan and Wisconsin were grouped together in fig. 3 because 
the average weights reported for these states ranged from 209 to 
213 pounds with 210 pounds as an average for the area. This 
agrees very well with the data on fig. 1 for the markets at Cin­
cinnati, Cleveland, Buffalo and Milwaukee. These four states are 
on the edge of the Corn Belt, and it is to be expected that hogs in 
this area would not be made as heavy as those in the heavier corn 
producing states. It is true that some parts of Ohio and Kentucky 
have good corn yields, but in these states many farmers grow two 
crops of pigs per year and tend to market earlier than those farther 
west. In Wisconsin and Michigan fattening feeds are relatively 
scarce, and many of the hogs are produced as a side-line to the 
dairy industry. Owing to these conditions it is usually found most 
profitable to sell at lighter weights.
Figure 3 excludes Kansas and Missouri with their lighter hogs 
from the western Corn Belt and throws central market and interior 
packers together with a resulting average hog weight of 245 pounds 
for that area. Figure 2 groups together Wisconsin and the interior 
packers in the western Corn Belt. Their hogs as slaughtered in 
1928 averaged 237 pounds per head. The hogs at the large central 
markets in that area averaged 249.5 pounds for 1928, as indicated 
in fig. 2. Figure 1 shows how this compares with the receipts at 
these markets over a period of 11 years.
Since corn is the principal feed used in hog production it is 
natural to expect that hogs would be fed to heavier weights in 
those areas of heavy corn production and relatively low cash corn 
prices. It is cheaper to ship pork and hogs than corn which is 
bulkier in relation to value.
The northwest section of the good corn country produces rela­
tively few fall pigs in proportion to spring pigs. This is another
11
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factor which makes for heavy weights in parts of that area. It 
is also well to keep in mind that slaughter in the eastern part of 
the United States, where population is dense, is devoted more to 
the fresh meat trade than farther west where there is much packing 
of heavy hogs. This is shown in table 2. Since most of the eastern 
and far western sections of the United States desire light hogs and 
are deficit areas of hog production, the tendency is for these areas 
to purchase light weight hogs from the Corn Belt, leaving the 
heavier weights to be slaughtered there. In the United States 
heavy hogs generally are used more for packing and light hogs 
more for the fresh meat trade. But as will be shown later, some 
areas prefer the fresh product from heavy hogs. While some ad­
vantages still exist in shipping hogs a considerable distance east and 
west of the Corn Belt to be-slaughtered for the fresh trade, it ap­
pears that slaughter and packing operations can now in most in­
stances be carried on more cheaply close to the areas of heavy hog 
production. The present freight rate structure, however, between 
the Middlewest and California favors the shipment of hogs rather 
than pork to California. This situation has caused considerable 
conflict and complaint by midwest packers.
SEASONAL VARIATION IN HOG WEIGHTS
In addition to giving data on the weights of hogs slaughtered, 
the owners of the 143 packing plants also provided information on 
grades of hogs purchased, seasonality of slaughter, nature of the 
product sold, and something of the source of hog supplies. Table 2 
presents a summary of this information which was assembled by 
questionnaire in 1933. Original data supporting table 2 are in 
table 10 in the appendix next to a copy of the questionnaire and 
the letter used to accompany it..
This table shows that region number one had 87 percent of its 
butcher hogs under 200 pounds in weight. Ten percent were under 
160 pounds, only 2 percent were over 250 pounds and 1 percent was 
packing sows. The slaughter in regions two, three, four and five 
was more evenly divided among the different weight groups than 
in the other regions. Regions three and four were characterized by 
killing hogs of the heaviest average weights. They had by far the 
largest proportion of packing sows. In region three, Nebraska
12
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TABLE 2. PERCENTAGE
REGION
Weight
160-under ...................
160-180 .....................
180-200 .....................
200-220 .........
220-250 .........
250-300 ........................
300-over ......................
Pkg. sows ......... ..........
Total percent .........
Total head (a) .......
Grades
Choice and good .........
Medium, common, cull
Total percent .........
Total head (a) .......
DISTRIBUTION BY REGIONS OP HOG WEIGHTS, GRADES, SEASONAL 
______________ SOLD, AND PURCHASES IN AN AVERAGE YEAR.
SLAUGHTER, PRODUCTS
No. 1 
New York 
N. Jersey 
and 
Penn.
No. 2 
Ohio
Michigan
Wisconsin
Kentucky
No. 3 
la., Nebr. 
Minnesota 
S. Dakota 
N. Dakota
No. 4 
Illinois 
Indiana
I No. 5 
1 Texas 
[» Oklahoma 
Missouri 
Kansas
No. 6 
Western 
Region
No. 7 
Georgia 
Alabama
No. 8 
Chesa­
peake 
Bay 
Region
No. 9 
West 
Virginia
(percent)
10
37
40
7
3
1
1
1 •
(percent)
6
12
30
28
13
5
1
5
(percent)
3
6
14
21
21
17
8
10
(percent)
2
6
15 
25
16 
17
6
13
(percent)
3 
8
22
28
19
11
4 '
5
(percent)
5
10
31
22
14
10
7
1
(percent)
19
19
20 
28
9
1
1
3
(percent)
46
19
13
9
6
1
1
5
(percent)
10
90
100 100 100 100 100 * 100 100 100 1003,064,170 2,364,882 7,889,102 24,908 599,651 162,500
89
11
90
10
75
25
86
14
77
23
85
15
83
17
69
31
95
5
100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 1003,272,169 2,916,212 8,090,602 6,339,255 | 4,361,331 | 2,844,868 J 24,908 ! 492,375 162,500
toOlN3
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TABLE 2— (Continued). PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION BY REGIONS OP HOG WEIGHTS, GRADES, SEASONAL SLAUGHTER,
PRODUCTS SOLD, AND PURCHASES IN AN AVERAGE YEAR.
REGION
No. 1 
New York 
N. Jersey 
and 
Penn.
No. 2 
Ohio 
Michigan 
Wisconsin 
Kentucky
No. 3 
la., Nebr. 
Minnesota 
S. Dakota 
N. Dakota
No. 4 } 
Illniois 
Indiana
No. 1) 
Texas 
Oklahoma 
Missouri 
Kansas
No. 6 
Western 
Region
No. 7 
Georgia 
Alabama
No. 8 
Chesa­
peake 
Bay 
Region
No. 9 
West_ 
Virginia
Seasonal Variation in Slaughter
Oct., Nov., Dec...............................
Jan., Feb., March ................. ;.......
April, May, June ......... -...... -.......
30
29,
22
19
100
29
26
25
20
100
30
30
23
17
100
29
28
24
19
100
25
27
27
21
100
23
35
28
14
34
27
17
22
31
27
22
20
100
28
28
20
24
100 100 100
3,272,170 2;916,212 9,977,370 6,339,255 4,361,331 2,844,868 24,908 590,651 162,500
Nature of products sold (b) 39 36 30 69 48 30Fresh meat ......... ........................... 12 17 19 19 13 5 20Dry salt .........................................
Pickled, smoked or dry cured...... 45 45 50 44 45 51
18 47 50
100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
2,616,682 | 2,916,212 | 8,229,065 | 6,324,812 | 4,361,331 | 2,844,868 24,908 | 599,651 162,500
Source of Supply 80 58 59 42 96 100Public stockyards ....................... 7 37 71 20 42 41 58 4
100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Total head (a) .......................... 2,698,349 2,916,212 7,663,058 4,292,106
2,518,438 I 2,688,868 
1
| 24,908 
1
599,651 162,500
Source ol data: Reports m .d . on the form on page 270 in 1933 by 1 «  pectins p l.n t. killing .  totel of 30,498,265 heed of hogs in . »  
K “ S ee 5c»” 's different totel. app.er for the various cl.ssific .tion , in a given region. This result, when „n e .tlon n .ir,, were not
mmI H B  » W&Æ&Srtâ mÈÊcr
^  A ^ f p ° S  S O B  t .« d .  to «O te  the fine! pere.n t.g , di.trihntion .»reliable.
(a)
<b)
253
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showed 28 percent of its butcher hogs weighing 250 to 300 pounds.
In region five, Missouri hud the heaviest average weights. 
This is to he expected because Missouri excels the other states in 
this region in corn production. In region number six, Colorado 
had the heaviest average weights.
GRADES OF HOGS PURCHASED
Table 2 shows considerable variation between the different re­
gions in the percentage of the total hog slaughter of 143 plants 
which fell into the choice and good grades and those which fell 
in the lower group designated as Medium, Common and Cull grades.
It can be seen that with the exception of the Chesapeake Bay 
area, the eastern regions, numbers one, two and nine, handle a rela­
tively higher percentage of upper grade hogs and fewer of the lower 
grades than the other regions. Packers in Oklahoma reported 68 
percent of all purchases in the lower grades. The California plants 
reported 100 percent in the higher grades.
Undoubtedly there is some bias in reporting the amount of 
lower grade hogs because most packers wish to maintain a repu­
tation for producing high quality products, and, therefore, hesitate 
to report a liberal percentage of lower grade hogs purchased. Re­
gion number eight has the highest percentage (31 percent) of hogs 
which fall in the lower grades. Region number three was next with 
25 percent, and region number five next with 23 percent.
The Chesapeake Bay territory purchased hogs which averaged 
167 pounds, which was the lightest of any part of the United States. 
It is difficult to locate large numbers of hogs at such light weights 
which are sufficiently finished to fall in the higher grades. Con­
sequently, in order to get enough of the lighter weights, it is some­
times necessary to take thin and under-finished hogs which fall in 
the lower grades. This is frequently true in early spring.
SEASONALITY OF SLAUGHTER
There is noticeable variation in the percentage of the total hog 
slaughter occurring in the different seasons of the year in the 
different regions outlined in table 5. For present purposes the
different months are classed into seasons as follows! Summer__
July, August and September; Fall— October, November and De-
15
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cember; Winter— January, February and March; Spring— April, 
May and June.
The summer months usually have the lowest volume of slaugh­
ter. Exceptions to this are in regions seven and nine where the 
samples are small.
In five regions the fall months show the highest seasonal 
slaughter. The fall slaughter is the same as the winter in two others. 
In regions five and six (southwest and far west) less slaughter oc­
curs in the fall months than either the winter or spring. The winter 
period was high in region six only. This results from the influence of 
Colorado and Idaho because in the other states in this region, Wash­
ington, Utah and California, hog slaughter during the fall months 
exceeds the winter slaughter. Colorado had about four times more 
hogs in this sample than the other western states combined. Ac­
cording to this evidence the spring period has more slaughter than 
the fall in Nebraska, Colorado, Idaho, Texas, Oklahoma, Missouri 
and Kansas. Ohio, Michigan and Kentucky also have about as much 
spring slaughter as fall. Region five has a climate adapted to rais­
ing fall pigs which are marketed in the spring. This undoubtedly 
influences the amount of spring slaughter. Some of that region also 
allows spring pigs to run for a year before they are sold.
Regions two, four, five and nine appear to have the least sea­
sonal fluctuation in slaughter, and regions three, six and seven 
the most. Within regions the various states show different ten­
dencies. In region one, New York state tends to have a smaller 
percentage of its slaughter in the summer and more in the fall and 
winter than do New Jersey and Pennsylvania. The same thing 
can be said of Wisconsin in region two.
In region three, Minnesota and the Dakotas have their heaviest 
slaughter in the fall, while Nebraska has 11 percent more in the 
winter than in the next closest season. Nebraska usually feeds more 
corn and sells heavier hogs than Minnesota or the Dakotas. In 
Iowa the fall and winter slaughters are about equal in size with the 
summer relatively small. South Dakota appears to have the most 
variation between seasons in this group.
The states in region four show very similar seasonal trends in 
distribution of slaughter and in a general way this holds true in
16
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region five where, with the exception of Kansas, spring 
exceeds that of the fall.
Colorado has the least uniformity of any state in seasonal dis­
tribution of slaughter; the winter kill is 315 percent larger than the 
summer. Kansas has the most uniform slaughter with a maximum 
variation of 5 percent between seasons.
NATURE OF PRODUCTS SOLD
Bearing in mind the limitations o f this section as given in foot­
note (b ), table 2, certain observations can be made regarding the 
nature of pork products sold from the 143 plants.
The percentage of total products sold as fresh pork varied from 
30 percent in regions six and nine to 69 percent in region seven. 
The eastern sections of the United States showed the highest per­
centage of products entering into the fresh meat trade. Only one 
section, however, showed more than half of the products going as 
resh pork. This was the southeast section where the sample of 
less than 25,000 head was too small to be dependable. The 14 
plants in region six had a smaller proportion of fresh meat and a 
arger proportion of dry salt and cured meat than any other sec­
tion. This section, however, had by far the widest variation in sea­
sonal slaughter with 35 percent of the annual kill in the fall and 
14 percent in the summer. This fact may partially account for 
the necessity for curing and salting a large proportion of the pro­
duct. In the West Virginia plant heavy hogs are killed and a large 
part of the product is cured for trade with the miners and workers 
in other heavy industries.
The percentage of total product sold as fresh pork from the 
different parts of the Middlewest seems to be fairly uniform and 
does not show any striking differences.
SOURCES OF HOG SUPPLIES 
According to table 2 a considerable variation is noted between 
the different regions in the percentage o f hogs purchased direct from
the country and the percentage purchased on central livestock mar- 
kets.
Plants located in the eastern part of the United States in re­
gions one and eight, secured 93 and 96 percent of their hogs, re- 
spectively, from central markets. These regions consume many
17
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more hogs than they produce. They require closely sorted hogs for 
the most part and have been buying mainly at the central markets.
The plants reporting from Illinois-Indiana purchased 80 per­
cent of their hogs at central markets. This region (number four) 
contains the four large markets, Chicago, St. Louis, Indianapolis 
and Peoria. The remaining regions reported from 37 to 71 percent 
of their hogs purchased direct.
The 16 packers in region three, which includes Iowa, Nebras­
ka, Minnesota and the Dakotas, reported 71 percent of their hogs 
purchased direct and 29 percent through central markets. This is 
the region which has a number of large interior packing plants. Six 
Iowa plants reported that they purchased 91 percent of their hogs 
direct.
For a total of all hogs reported, 58.4 percent were purchased 
through central markets and 41.6 percent direct. The 1930 Census 
estimated 41 percent of the 1929 hog slaughter by all packers to 
have been purchased direct. The Bureau of Agricultural Economics 
has unofficially estimated that for 1933 approximately 43.8 per­
cent of the hogs in federally inspected slaughter were purchased di­
rect. If these two estimates are correct, then the present figure of 
41.6 percent direct for an average recent year would appear to be 
reasonably accurate.
The northwest Corn Belt region, number three, with the highest 
percentage (71 percent) of hogs purchased direct, reports the sec­
ond highest percentage (25 percent) of hogs falling in the lower 
grades. Region number four reported 20 percent purchased direct 
and 14 percent of lower grade hogs. Region number one reported 
7 percent directs and 11 percent low grade hogs, while region num­
ber two reported 37 percent directs and 10 percent in the low 
grades. Region eight reported the smallest proportion of directs 
and the largest proportion of low grade hogs. This region has a 
small sample and in addition it requires hogs weighing between 
160 and 170 pounds, and, in order to get such light weights, it is 
often necessary to take poor quality. This is especially true at cer­
tain seasons of the year. In regions seven and nine the samples 
are too small to be significant.
The fact that region number three reported 25 percent low 
grade hogs and 71 percent direct would indicate that packing plants 
located in the Corn Belt and buying direct do take all grades of hogs.
18
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A lack of uniformity in grades, lack of exact information on grades 
purchased and bias in reporting might tend to affect this section 
of the statement.
RECENT SHIFTS IN HOG SLAUGHTER, HOGS ON FARMS 
AND CORN ACREAGE2
To facilitate the discussion in this part of the bulletin; the 
states are grouped into regions as follows:
North Atlantic Eastern Corn Belt Western Com
Maine Ohio Minnesota
New Hampshire Indiana Iowa
Vermont Illinois - Kansas
Massachusetts Michigan Missouri
Rhode Island Wisconsin North Dakota
Connecticut South Dakota
New York Western Nebraska
New Jersey Montana
Pennsylvania Idaho South Central
Wyoming Kentucky
South Atlantic Colorado Tennessee
Delaware New Mexico Alabama
Maryland Arizona Mississippi
Virginia Utah Arkansas
West Virginia Nevada Louisiana
North Carolina Washington Oklahoma
South Carolina Oregon Texas
Georgia California
Florida
LOCATION OF HOG SLAUGHTER
In connection with the marked increase in direct buying of 
hogs in the western Corn Belt it is of interest to note the increased 
slaughter of hogs in that region in recent years. Before the World 
War more hogs were slaughtered under federal inspection in the 
eastern Corn Belt region than in the western Corn Belt as fig. 4 
shows. . ' .
Since the war, however, the situation has changed, and by 1933 
the western Corn belt killed 13 percent more of the United States’ 
federally inspected hogs than did the eastern Corn Belt. In actual 
numbers the eastern Corn Belt slaughter has remained stationary 
or declined slightly since the war, while the western Corn Belt has 
increased. All of' this increase has taken place in Iowa, Minnesota,
(2 ) A more detailed and recent description of these shifts is given in mis­
cellaneous .publications 222 U.S.D.A. entitled, “ The Direct Marketing of 
Hogs.”
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Fig. 4— The percentage of the total U. S. federally inspected hog slaughter 
occurring in the western Corn Belt increased markedly from 1915 to 1933, while the 
percentage slaughtered in the eastern Corn Belt was decreasing. Actual numbers of 
hogs sluaghtered in the eastern Corn Belt during this period have not changed great­
ly. There has been an increase in total slaughter and most of this increase has 
occurred in the western Corn Belt.
Nebraska and the Dakotas, and a great deal of it in the so-called in­
terior packing plants located away from the central markets. Some 
increase in slaughter has taken place in the western region which 
furnishes a very small proportion of the federally inspected 
slaughter. The north Atlantic region has shown a tendency to de­
cline in percentage of total slaughter, but in actual numbers has 
about held steady. Uninspected wholesale slaughter is rather im­
portant in that region.
LOCATION OF HOGS ON FARMS 
In the western Corn Belt the number of hogs on farms since the 
war has increased sharply. When compared with other regions of the 
United States in fig. 5, it is seen that the western Corn Belt had 34.9 
percent of this country’s hog population in 1915. This figure had ad­
vanced to 52.8 percent by 1931, but during the 2 years of drouth 
(1933-1934) in the northwest, it declined to around 48 percent. On a 
percentage basis the hog population of the other regions of the United 
States has held about steady or showed some tendency to decline. This 
demonstrates a shift in the United States’ hog population toward the 
western Corn Belt. But this shift appears to have been checked, tem­
porarily at least, by the serious drouth of 1933-34.
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F^ g; A ~ A SA a,r?  ilnc,1'ease occurred m numbers of hogs on farms in the western 
Corn Belt from 1915 to 1931. Some decline has occurred since that time. Following 
the war the Atlantic and South Central states experienced a decline in hogs on 
farms. Recently the South Central group has had a slight increase
SHIFT IN UNITED STATES’ CORN ACREAGE
The shift noted in hogs on farms appears to be related to the 
shift that has taken place in corn acreage and the increase in the 
percentage of the corn acreage of the United States which is located 
in the western Corn Belt
Figure 6 shows that in 1915 the western Corn Belt had 36.7 
percent of the corn acreage of the United States and in 1933, the 
last year before the corn production control program, 43.2 percent. 
This is due to an actua'l increase in acreage in the western Corn 
Belt and to an actual shrink in acreage in the southern and eastern 
states.
From this evidence it seems that the corn enterprise has been 
shifting out of the South and East and into the northwest Corn 
Belt. A similar shift in the location of hogs and of hog slaughter 
makes it appear that there may be some relation in these move­
ments. These shifts have also been associated by some authorities 
with the growth in volume of the reshipment of hogs from western 
terminal markets to Other destinations $ or slaughter.
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Fig. 6— Following the war a marked increase occurred in the percentage of the 
total U. S. corn acreage which is located in the western Corn Belt and some decrease 
took place in southern and eastern states. An increase took place in the western 
states which are relatively unimportant in corn acreage.
RESHIPMENT OF SLAUGHTER HOGS FROM 
TERMINAL MARKETS
PERCENTAGE OF HOG RECEIPTS RESHIPPED FROM 
TERMINAL MARKETS FOR SLAUGHTER 
PURPOSES
A large portion of all the hogs consigned to the central markets 
is shipped on to some other point to be slaughtered. In 1932 this 
reshipping movement ranged from 15.7 percent of total receipts of 
hogs at Chicago to 75.7 percent at Peoria. . All other principal 
markets fell in between these two extremes.
As shown in table 3 all markets except Detroit, Baltimore, 
Peoria and Cincinnati declined from 1932 to 1933 in the percentage 
of hog receipts reshipped for slaughter purposes. In this study all 
of these but Peoria are grouped as eastern markets.
While the year 1933 is included in table 3, it is excluded from 
the rest of the analysis. The government pigs were removed from 
total market receipts in making the calculations for 1933. Little 
reshipment took place with these pigs so they tend to give mis­
leading results when included. Kansas City, for instance, shows 
11.3 percent of total receipts reshipped for slaughter when govern-
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TABLE 3. PERCENTAGE OF HOG RECEIPTS RESHIPPED FOR SLAUGHTER PURPOSES. 1915 - 1933.
1915 1916 1917 1918 1919 1920 1921 1922 1923 1924 1925 1926 1927 1928 1929 1930 1931 1932
*
1933
Baltimore .................................
Buffalo ................ ....................
Chicago ................... ..... t!..........
Cincinnati ................................
Cleveland ................................
Detroit ..............................
E. St. Louis .................... .......
Indianapolis ............................
Kansas City ............................
Omaha ................
Peoria .................................
St. Joseph ................. .
V  St. Paul ....... ....
Sioux City __ ________ ______
24.3
1A8
44.4
15.5
§§3T
38.6
16.5 
23.9
55.5 
10.2
36.4
32.5
25.4
53.7
15.3
52.3 
20.0
13.7 
34.6
41.3
14.4
22.5
64.3 
3.7
43.1
38.3
31.1
56.0
16.4
44.5
35.6 
30.9
37.5
42.1
12.3 
25.8 
63.0
2.8
32.6
36.4
36.1
52.5 
11.0
51.6 
35.3
29.2
27.7
47.7 
15.0 
25.5
62.8 
10.8
28.2 
35.9
31.4
46.0
12.5 
50.8
32.7
11.6
36.2
49.8
9.5
20.1
60.8
8.5
35.2 
37.8
24.3 
57.8 
22.0
46.4
39.7
17.8 
49.2
52.5 
17.4 
26.0 
61.0 
16.0
8.1
39.1
18.2
58.2 
26.6
37.1
28.3
23.7 
60.0
48.1 
18.0 
25.9
59.4
14.5
19.8 
38.7
24.1
55.1 
22.4
50.2
31.3
37.3
64.2
31.8 
16.6
21.4
71.5 
16.7
14.9
35.2
22.3
54.5
22.6
43.8
21.8 
33.5 
61.0
37.1
16.9
23.4
78.2
17.9 
13.8 
40.1
20.9
48.7 
28.6
37.3 
22.2
36.9
65.5
44.4
31.6
21.6 
84.1 
27.6
18.8 
40.3
17.0 
52.3
30.0
27.2
30.3
28.9 
67.2
44.7
36.9
27.9
84.0
26.7
18.0
36.9
13.1
58.6
29.7 
30.3
25.2
29.8
69.7
39.2
24.5
35.9
84.8
19.3
14.6
30.9
14.0
53.5
27.3
31.4
23.1
40.4
69.6
37.3
22.1
25.5
83.4
18.7
18.4 
24.9
.1
14.6 
52.2
25.1
33.6
25.0
35.2
73.2
46.0
24.3
30.5 
79.8
23.5
22.3
37.4
1
14.2
54.0
22.3
26.4
29.5 
28.2 
70.9 
52.2
37.1
27.2
79.7
24.8
22.6 
32.1
16.6
50.9
22.7 
18.6
31.0
28.7 
80.3
48.0
41.9
31.2
78.6
29.6 
26.5
36.3
16.0
49.9
21.4
13.6
33.9
18.3
77.5
48.7
33.3
30.5
78.1
25.6
36.8
35.1
19.8
44.1
15.7
24.6 
23.5
24.8
73.7
44.9
22.8
22.7
75.7
19.3
40.8
27.3
20.9 
37.0
8.7
27.3
20.8
33.2
65.7
44.2
18.7
15.2
82.7 
8.0
15.9 
26.6
Source of data:
The results
Eastern terminals shown in Fig. 7 are Baltimore, Buffalo, Cincinnati, Cleveland, 
City, Omaha, Peoria, St. Joseph, St. Paul, Sioux City. Detroit, and Indianapolis; Western terminals are Kansas
*For 1933 receipts of government pigs were substracted from total receipts at each market before making calculations.
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Fig. 7— At the eastern central markets the percentage of total hog receipts 
which was reshipped for slaughter purposes decreased from 1915_ to 1932 while an 
increase occurred from the western markets. The trend of this movement from 
Chicago was roughly similar to that of the western markets from 1915 to 1925. 
From 1926 to 1932 the Chicago trend resembled that of the eastern markets.
ment pigs are included in receipts and-18.7 percent when the pigs are 
excluded. Government operations in buying hogs and pork in 1933 
make it inadvisable to include that year in the analysis at this time.
It is evident from an examination of fig. 7 that for the 17-year 
period from 1915 to 1932 the percentage of hog receipts which were 
reshipped for slaughter declined for the markets located between 
Chicago and the east coast. Throughout that section the decline has 
been from 53.1 percent in 1915 to 32.5 percent in 1932. This 
downward trend had brief interruptions during the war, during 1928 
and 1929 and again in 1932. These markets include Baltimore, 
Buffalo, Cincinnati, Cleveland, Detroit and Indianapolis. Pittsburgh 
was excluded from this group because the practice of reporting as 
receipts all hogs stopped there for feed and water was recently 
changed to include only hogs purchased or ordered for sale there.
While the eastern terminals were declining in their reshipment 
of hogs for slaughter purposes, the western terminals had a definite 
increase in reshipments during the same 17-year period. This in­
crease ranges from a low of 22.5 percent to a high of 35.5 percent.
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A decline occurred in this increasing movement during 1926-27 and 
again in 1932. The western markets included in the study are Sioux 
City, St. Paul, St. Joseph, Peoria, Omaha and Kansas City. East 
St. Louis is omitted because hogs which are sent across the river to 
St. Louis, Mo., to be slaughtered are included in reshipments. The 
trend lines for these two areas are graphically shown in fig. 7. 
There appears to be a tendency for these two lines to shift in op­
posite directions for both the long and the short time movement. 
That is, one group gains at the other’s expense and vice versa. Up 
until 1927 the trend of these reshipments from Chicago resembled 
that of the Western group. Since 1926 its direction has been more 
like that of the eastern group.
As hog production shifted northwest the reshipping movement 
has tended to follow. Another important factor affecting the shift 
in the amount of reshipping is the freight rate structure. When 
freight rates favor the shipping of live hogs rather than pork, a 
response is soon seen in the increased movement of live hogs. As 
soon as the rate favors pork, there appears to be a movement to 
decrease the shipping of hogs and increase the shipping of pork.
A case in point is the freight rate structure on fresh pork and 
live hogs from Chicago to New York. The differential in this 
freight rate of fresh pork over live hogs varied from 14.5 cents in 
1918 to 30.5 cents in 1925. The percentage of hog receipts re- 
shipped from Chicago advanced from 15 to 30 percent during this 
same period. The change in freight rate in 1922 evidently was too 
small to affect the movement, though the one in 1926 apparently 
did have an effect. The change which took place in November, 
1928, came at a time when the receipts of directs at Chicago were 
beginning to be large. These hogs are not offered for sale at Chi­
cago. Hence, the basis of computation of percentage reshipped is 
not absolutely comparable with the former figures.
On March 10, 1929, the freight rate on hogs from Omaha and 
Sioux City to New York City was raised 5 cents per hundred 
pounds. The falling off in percentage of hog receipts reshipped is 
seen for 1929 as compared with 1928. These are just two examples 
of the fact that in the past when freight rates favor either o n e -  
hogs or pork products— that one usually responds with increased 
shipments.
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MOVEMENT OF SLAUGHTER HOGS FROM CHICAGO
Turning from the figures on the reshipment o f slaughter hogs 
from, a large number of markets, it is of interest to analyze more 
closely the nature of the reshipping movement from a large repre­
sentative market.
Data on all carloads of slaughter hogs shipped out of the Chi­
cago stockyards from 1923 to 1929 are available in a publication 
entitled, “ The Chicago Livestock Market,”  published in 1931 by 
Duddy and Revzan. Table 17 gives these data as a summary of the 
volume of hogs shipped from Chicago to the 28 groups of outlets 
for the period 1923 to 1929.
The decline in volume from the high point in 1923-24 is not 
in itself of special significance because those were the two years 
with the largest production of hogs in the history of this country. 
The striking feature in this table is the variation in the volume sent 
to different outlets from one year to the next during that period. 
Connecticut’s purchases, for instance, dropped from 738 decks in 
1923 to 9 decks in 1927 and then increased' to 345 decks in 1929. 
New York City, Wisconsin and West Virginia show a downward 
trend in volume. Delaware, Michigan and Philadelphia moved 
distinctly upward, while the states of New York and Pennsylvania 
were rather stable in their demand.
The seasonality of shipments to the various outlets varied wide­
ly from 1923 to 1929. Michigan, Illinois, Pennsylvania and Rhode 
Island showed up as the most, stable in this respect. Wisconsin ob­
tained heavy shipments early in the summer because local hog mar­
keting are seasonally low in the state at that time.
No recent study of this nature is available, but the fact that the 
reshipment of slaughter hogs has declined from 30 percent of total 
receipts at Chicago in 1925 to 8.7 percent in 1933, means that a 
decided change has taken place in this movement since the period 
1923 to 1929, which is covered by the data.
VARIATION IN MEAT AND LARD CONSUMPTION
Some idea of the proportion of the different kinds of meat 
consumed in the United States may be gained from table 4. This 
table shows the year-to-year variation in total meat consumed and 
the amounts of the different kinds of meats which comprise the 
total consumption.
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TABLE 4. ESTIMATED ANNUAL PER CAPITA CONSUMPTION OP DRESSED 
MEATS AND LARD IN THE UNITED STATES 1900-1932.
Tear
1
1 Pork 
1 not including 
lard 
(lbs.)
.Lard
(lbs.)
Beef
(lbs.)
1 Y ea! 
(lbs.)
Lamb
aijd
mutton
(lbs.)
I Total 
meat 
(lbs.)
Total 
meats and 
lard 
(lbs.)
1900
1901
1902
1903
1904
1905
1906
1907
1908
1909
1910
1911
1912
1913
1914
1915
1916
1917
1918
1919
1920
1921
1922
1923
1924
1925
1926
1927
1928
1929
1930
1931 
1932*
64.7
63.0
57.8 
* 59.3
62.8 
58.8
59.7
64.4
66.1 
60.1
57.1
64.5
61.8
63.0
62.3
59.5
60.1
49.3
54.8
54.8 •
60.5
63.5 
66.1
74.7
74.7
67.6
65.7 
68.5- 
73.9'
72.8
68.2
69.6
72.2
13.2
12.9
11.7
11.8
12.4 
10.0
11.2 
13:5
13.5
11.5
•11.4
11.3 
11,2
11.4 
12.2
12.9
13.6
11.7
13.3
12.3
13.3
11.3
14.2
15.3
15.4
13.2
13.5
13.8
14.7
14.3
13.8
14.4 
15.2
67.8
69.0
68.5
76.0
73.6 
7-3.0
72.6
77.5
71.5
75.4
71.1
67.7
61.1
60.6
58.5
54.5
56.0
59.5
63.0
61.6
63.1 
56.9
60.4
61.4 
61.6
62.2
63.6
58.4
51.7
51.4
50.1
49.6
47.4
3.5
3.9
4.4
4.7
5.1
5.4
5.4
6.7
6.4
6.9
6.8
6.4
6.3
5.1
4.6
4.3
5.3
6.5
7.4
7.7
7.6 
7.0
7.3
7.7
8.2
8.7 
8.2
7.4
6.8 
6.8
6.8
6.9
6.8
6.8
6.9
7.0
7.2 
6.8
6.5
6.5
6.4
6.3
6.6
6.4 
7.8’
8.1
7.5 
■7.4
6.3 
6.1
4.6
4.7
5.8
5.5
5.9
5.0
5.2
5.2
5.2
5.5
5.4
5.6 
5.8
6.6
7.1
7.1
142.8
142.8
137.7
147.2
148.3
143.7
144.2
155.1
150.3
149.2
141.6 « 
146.5
137.4
136.3
133.0
124.8
127.7 
.120.1
130.1
130.0
136.8
133.3
138.8
149.0
149.7
143.7
143.0
139.7
138.0
136.8
131.7
133.2 
133.5
156.0
155.7
149.4 
159:0
160.7
153.7
155.4 
168.6
163.8
160.7
153.0
157.8 
148:6 ■
147.7
145.2
137.7
141.3
131.8
143.4
142.3
150.1
144.6
153.0
164.3
165.1
156.9
155.5
153.5
152.7
151.1
145.5
147.6
148.7
^Preliminary. 
Source of data:
United States Department of Agriculture, Bureau of Agricultural Economics.
Consumption varies in relation to production and exports. The 
war year, 1917, represents a low point for the period because of a 
combination of small supplies and large exports. The 1924 high 
point was caused mainly by the large supplies of pork and lard 
produced that year. A declining proportion of beef and an in­
creasing proportion of pork are' indicated throughout the 32-year 
period. These figures are tentative and subject to revision.
The daita showing average per capita consumption of meat in 
the United States undoubtedly cover up many interesting variations 
in meat requirements from one area to another. Race, religion, oc­
cupation, climate, tradition, prices, available refrigeration and many
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other factors appear to influence meat consumption in different 
regions.
As an illustration of these factors, the effect of nationality and 
of available supplies is indicated in table 5.
In 1926 the people of Belgium consumed 80.2 pounds of meat 
per capita while those in the Argentine during the sarnie year con­
sumed 290.3 pounds. The people in Argentina, Australia and New 
Zealand are heavy meat eaters. Supplies of meat in these countries 
are abundant in relation to population. France and Belgium rank 
low in this respect. In general it appears that countries with large 
amounts of livestock per capita tend toward large consumption of 
meats.
Table 5 indicates that people in the United Kingdom eat less 
than half as much pork, slightly less beef, but four or five times as 
much mutton and lamb as do those in the United States. As com­
pared with the rest of Europe, the Germans are heavy consumers of 
pork and lard. The French eat considerable horse meat which is not 
noted in the table. As one authority3 states, the British want lean 
bacon but fat beef and mutton. The Germans want fat pork. The 
fat beef of England and America is not desired in France.
(3 ) McFall. “ The W orld’ s Meat,” D. Appleton and Co. Pages 157 and 194.
1927.
TABLE 5. ESTIMATED PER CAPITA CONSUMPTION OF BEEF, MUTTON 
AND PORK IN SPECIFIED COUNTRIES FOR THE YEAR 1926.
(Pounds)
Country
Beef and 
veal
Mutton and 
lamb
Pork and 
lard
Total
pounds
Canada ................................. 70.1 6.0 75.2 151.3
United States .................... 71.6 5.5 79.2 156.3
Argentina ............................. 245.7 19.6 25.0 290.3
United Kingdom ................ 65.5 25.0 35.5 126.0
Denmark* ........................... 57.7 5.9 37.2 100.8
Belgium ............................ 45.2 1.1 | 33.9 80.2
France ................................. 48.9 7.8 37.2 . 93.9
Germany .......... ........ ......... 39.7 1.8 62.0 103.5
Australia (N. S. W ales)* . 112.6 __ 86.1 14.6 213.3
Source of data: Foreign Crops and Markets, Aug. 27, 1928.
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Packers and distributors in the trade are free to comment on the 
variation in the meats demanded in different regions within this 
country, but there is little published evidence of the regional varia­
tion in meat requirements which is believed to exisit.
Proportionately heavy consumption of lamb and poultry in 
New York, salt pork in the South, beef in the West, light cuts of 
pork in the Middle Atlantic, heavier cuts of pork in New England, 
and in certain mining regions, are examples often given to represent 
the regional variations which do exist.
McFall4 in his study of meat consumption in Boston found 
the wealthier classes eating more beef than pork, and the poorer 
classes eating more pork. The Irish sections of the city consumed 
the most meat per capita, 4.34 pounds per week, and the Italian sec­
tions least,. 1.6 pounds. The Italians took little beef but much veal, 
pork and chicken. Negroes were found to be light users of meat.
Another evidence that even within the confines of a great city 
there may be marked differences in the meat requirements of the 
various neighborhoods is shown in table 6 from J. H. Cover’s in­
vestigation5 into this interesting subject.
(4) Ibid. Page 119.
(5) Pittsburgh?' 19^Iighb°rh00d Distribution and Consumption of Meat in
TABLE 6. FRESH MEAT SOLD BY NEIGHBORHOODS.
(Pittsburgh, 1928)
Neighborhood
Percentage of total weight by kinds
Beef Veal Lamb Pork
A 80 14 6
B 64 12 2 22 .
C 68 4 12 16
D 75 5 6 14
E 75 9 Ü 3
F 58 11 7 24
G 73 5 10 12
H 54 8 3 35
J 62 8 10 20
Source of data:
Cover,
burgh.’ P 168reiS192>8h° ° d Distribution and Consumption of Meat in Pitts-
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Table 6 shows the variation in meat preferences in nine differ­
ent neighborhoods in the city of Pittsburgh. Neighborhood A, be­
ing Jewish, bought no pork but consumed a larger proportion of 
beef and veal than the others. Neighborhood H, made up largely of 
Polish mill hands, was low on beef and lamb, but highest on pork. 
Neighborhood E was high in the demand for lamb. This is a high 
income group. Neighborhood C, a colored section, was second 
highest in the percentage of lamb purchased.
Some idea of the variation in the kinds of pork preferred from 
one neighborhood to another in a great city may be gained from a 
study of table 7.
Here again it is seen that the meat market operators in Neigh­
borhood A sold no pork because of religious observances of the 
people living there. Neighborhood E was the highest income group, 
but pork shoulders were in such low demand that in that district 
they sold for the lowest price in the city. Neighborhood E was high­
est on only four pork items. Undoubtedly this was because of a 
stronger preference for other meats than for pork. The variation 
in the price of spare ribs between the neighborhoods was 7 cents per 
pound. The variation in sliced cured ham was 23 cents per pound. 
The range in prices between neighborhoods on all pork items was 
somewhere between these two figures.
TABLE 7. AVERAGE RETAIL PRICES PER POUND OF PORK.
(Pittsburgh, 1928)
All
Stores
|Av. * prices per pound neighborhoods City
market
centers11 B C 1 D E F |G H J
Sliced cured ham ................... 59.7 43 48 58 66 60 58 53 57 62
Bacon, sliced, bulk ............... 42.7 — 43 38 40 50 43 45 40 42 48
Pressed ham ............................ 40.0 — 35 37 42 44 41 42 38 41 44
Pork chops— center cut _ .... 38.0 — 36 36 39 42 38 37 40 37 41
Pork sausage (link bulk) .... 32.0 — 34 29 32 34 33 33 28 31 38
Pork loin roast ........................ 33.0 — 34 33 33 37 33 30 37 30 32
Hams, cured, W. or H.**...... 32.0 — 33 31 29 35 31 30 35 32 32
Pork shoulder, W or H **...... 25.0 — 31 24 38 22 25 23 30 24 24
Spare ribs ................................ 22.0 — 26 19 22 22 22 ,20 24 22 24
Pure lard, bulk ........................ 17.0 18 17 17 18 18 14 20 18 13
Source of data:
Cover, J. H.— “ Neighborhood Distribution' and Consumption of Meat in PittS' 
burgh,” P. 151, 1928.
*The average used here is the “ mean” .
**W. or ¡EL means whole or half.
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APPENDIX
TABLE 8. AVERAGE (a) WEIGHTS OF HOGS RECEIVED AT CENTRAL 
MARKETS. (Pounds per head).
1922-1932
Group 1 Group 2 Group 3(b)
Omaha .........  9,54.
Sioux City .............253
Chicago ____ ______239
St. Joseph ...;____ ..233
Ft. Worth (e) _____ 22«
Milwaukee ...............218
Cincinnati .............. 203
Salt Lake .................219
Spokane ................. 202
Portland .......■..........198
Kansas Citv .. 9.9«
St. Paul ____ 990
St. Louis ____  9.09
Buffalo ............  19« San Francisco 182
Source of data:
Group 1. Drover’ s Journal Yearbook 1932. Pages 71-73.
Group 2. From data supplied by the Stockyards companies.
Group 3. Voorhies and Blank, U. of California Bulletin 523, Page 32. April,
• v(a) ^f^is average was derived as follows: Monthly averages are total 
weight received divided by total head. Yearly averages are simple averages of the 
12 monthly averages. Eleven-year average is a simple average of the yearly 
averages.
A weighted average worked out gave exactly the same result for Chicago; 
~ ^  less for Kansas City and Omaha; for St. Louis, 4 pounds heavier; and 
St. Paul, 6 pounds heavier.
(b ) — Period varies from & to 8 years at these markets.
(c )  — 1931 and 1932 only.
PACKERS QUESTIONNAIRE ON HOG PURCHASES
I. WEIGHTS OF HOGS PURCHASED:
What percent of your annual hog kill are barrows
and gilts weighing from 140-160:#: .............  °/0
”  ”  160-180# .........................
”  ”  180-200# ................... ............%
”  ”  200-220#  ....... .................  %
”  ”  220-250#    %
”  ”  250-300# ............ ,...............
”  3 00 #  & over .........................%
Packing sows................   °/0
100
II. GRADES OF HOGS PURCHASED:
What percent of your total kill are (Choice and Good) grades? • 
(Medium, Common and Cull) grades?............   %
III. SEASONAL VARIATION IN SLAUGHTER:
What is your usual weekly kill of hogs in the 4 following 
periods:
(Oct. Nov. Dec.)...;........... .......head per week
(Jan. Feb. Mar.)........................head per 'week
(Apr. May June)...................... ..head per week
(July Aug. Sept.^.................. .....head per week
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IV. NATURE OF PRODUCTS SOLD:
Approximately what percent of your pork is sold
as fresh meat? 
as dry salt? 
as pickled, smoked and dry cured?
%
.%
%
Direct from farmers?........_..........%
B. At what public stockyards do you buy hogs?
Remarks:
Signed.
LETTER ACCOMPANYING PACKER QUESTIONNAIRES
Gentlemen:
We are conducting a study of hog purchases by the packers in 
this country. The purpose of the study is to reveal the variations 
in the kinds of hogs required by killers in different parts of the 
United States throughout an average year.
This information should be useful to all sections of the hog 
trade. We expect it will be of particular value to growers who are 
interested in producing and marketing hogs which best meet pack­
ers’ needs.
In addition to a fund of information already at hand on this 
subject, it is desirable to have a brief statement from packers con­
cerning the nature of their USUAL requirements for hogs, includ­
ing weights, numbers, quality, and other data on purchases. This 
material will be treated confidentially.
For your convenience a sheet is enclosed which will assist you 
in quickly stating the nature of your needs. Answers to the five
ON HOG PURCHASES
March 21, 1933
points outlined on the accompanying sheet need not be computed
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from records. Careful estimates will be satisfactory for our pur­
poses.
We will send a copy of the completed study to each packer who 
makes a reply. Your cooperation will be appreciated.
Very truly yours,
AGRICULTURAL EXPERIMENT STATION 
By: I . W. A r t h u r  
Agricultural Economics Dept.
IW A/W  Morrill Hall, Ames, Iowa.
TABLE 9. AVERAGE MONTHLY WEIGHTS OF HOGS SLAUGHTERED BY 
SELECTED GROUPS OF PACKERS— 1928. (Pounds per Lead).
New England N. Y.-Penn. Ohio-Pitts. Ill.-Ind. K. C.-Wichita
District group group group group group
No. of plants 6 16 13 19 6
No. hogs ...... 1,186,921 2,909,415 2,600,166 9,005,884 3,592,027
January ...... 251 166 224 237 255
February ...... 255 169 226 242 254
259 168 222 245 254
254 170 220 244 247
254 168 221 240 241
254 170 222 244 243
July ............... 253 174 227 262 255
251 177 232 265 266
September .... 252 173 230 255 246
253 172 221 250 236
November .... 231 169 221 243. 244
December _ 237 169 222 234 243
Nearly Av.Wt. 249.5 170.0 223.5 244.5 248.5
District
Wilmington
Baltimore
Richmond
group
St. Paul, Sioux 
City, Omaha, St. 
Joe. group
Interior group 
Wis., Minn., N. 
D„ S. D-, Iowa 
Mo., Kans., Nebr.
Pacific
Coast
group
No. of plants 4 11 21 15
No. hogs !... 533,970 7,063,123 10,024,067 1,160,499
158 237 229 181
158 249 235 191
164 253 236 189
161 252 235 187
163 254 * 235 187
164 257 242 190
173 272 255 189
177 282 258 188
176 260 249 188
162 244 236 190
156 238 231 190
163 232 228 191
Yearly Av. Wt. 163.5 249.5 237.0 188.4 '
Source of data:
.Unpublished data from the Bureau of Agricultural Economics, United States 
Department of Agriculture.
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TABLE 10. SUMMARY OF ANSWERS TO PACKER QUESTIONNAIRE, TOTAL HEAD 
OF HOGS REPORTED IN DIFFERENT GROUPS (c).
New York, 
N. J„ 
and Penn.
Ohio,
Mich.,
Wis.,
Ky.
Ia., Nebr.,
Minn.,
S. Dak. 111.,
N. Dak. Ind.
Weight
160-under ..
160-180 ......
180-200 ......
200-220 ......
220-250 ......
250-300 ......
300-over .... 
Pkg. sows .. 
Total (a)
312,911
1,132,204
1,234,245
228,525
84,486
24,835
21,499
25,465
3,064,170
139,052 
284,249 
• 720,081 
669,803 
301,975 
119,648 
15,152 
114,922 
2,364,882
212,480
473,411
1,099,299
1,638,538
1,700,011
1,326,519
619,226
819,688
7,889,102
154,873
361,062
930,928
1,596,483
1,040,937
1,105,724
351,500
797,748
6,339,255
grades
Choice and good .........
Medium, common, cull 
Total (a) ................
2,913,061
359,108
3,272,169
2,611,770
304,442
2,916,212
6,101,929
1,988,673
8,090,602
5,431,327
907,928
6,339,255
Seasonal variation in slaughter
Oct., Nov., Dec.........................
Jan., Feb., March .................. .
April, May, June .................. .
July, Aug., Sept.....................
Total (a) ............................
991,761
951,747
731,281
597,381
3,272,170
844,597
759,863
735,033
576,719
2,916,212
2,981,303
3,036,527
2,239,185
1,720,355
9,977,370
1,867,658
1,805,180
1,533,922
1,132,495
6,339,255
nature o f products sold (b )
Fresh meat .................... -.........
Dry salt ..................... ..............
Pickled, smoked or dry cured. 
Total (a) ...........-................
Source of supply
Public stockyards ...................
Direct ■.........................-.............
Total (a) ................... .'....... .
1,289,324
145,408
1,181,950
2,616,682
2,509,705
188,644
2,698,349
1,186,339
401,916
1,327,957
2,916,212
1,844,441
1,071,771
2,916,212
3,106,579
975,343
4,147,143
8,229,065
2,189,256
5,473,811
7,663,058
2,479,615
1,038,262
2,806,935
6,324,812
3,418,295
873,811
4,292,106
Texas,
Okla.,
Mo.,
Kans.
Far
West
Region
Ga.,
Ala.
Chesa­
peake
Bay
Region
West
Virginia
95,950 153,499 4,645 277,663
287,315 289,263 4,763 113,620
750,833 868,353 5,091 75,858
974,750 628,699 7,095 51,418 16,250
646,020 389,964 2,307 34,258 146,250
393,424 272,503 119 8,138
122,455 224,591 119 8,957
190,841 18,096 769 29,739
3,461,588 2,844,868 24,908 599,651 162,500
3,376,357 2,430,400 20,686 342,160 154,375
984,974 414,468 4,222 150,215 8,125
4,361,331 2,844,868 24,908 492,375 162,500
1,074,034 663,481 8,255 186,836 45,500
1,176,773 1,006,941 6,773 163,657 45,500
1,176,851 797,238 4,355 134,836 32,500
933,673 377,208 5,525 114,322 39,000
4,361,331 2,844,868 24,908 599,651 162,500
1,581,045 842,552 17,218 287,159 48,750
824,192 533,381 3,195 29,739 32,500
1,956,094 1,468,935 4,495 282,753 81,250
4,361,331 2,844,868 24,908 599,651 162,500
1,450,143 1,591,505 10,400 575,211
1,068,295 1,097,363 14,508 24,440 162,500
• 2,518,438 2,688,868 24,908 499,651 162,500
Source of data: . nnn 0171 -iqaa hv 143 naeking plants, killing a total of 30,498,265 head of hogs in an average year.
(a) S g f e M E  f e e 's  ’S.aPK Spp.,.° ;' ta ’ in i  iiv e ."  region. This r . . « %  where „uee.ionn.ire. were no.
fb l It^nuears that^he statement on sale of products may be the least reliable of any part of this tabulation because the form Provided
(b ) iL o n ly t h r e e g r X r o f p r o d u c t s  and omftted a separate classification for lard. It would appear that certain plants reported lard 
in the last group and others may have omitted it. This irregularity would tend to make the final percentage distribution unreliable.
(c ) It was necessar/to  make some adjustments for the differences in weights of packing sows in the different regions. These adjust- 
ments were based on information on sow weights supplied by market men.
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TABLE 11. HOGS: NUMBERS SLAUGHTERED UNDER FEDERAL INSPECTION BY REGIONS. 1915 - 1933.
(Year ending June 30)
Year
United
States
total
North
Atlantic
Eastern 
Corn Belt
Western 
Corn Belt
South
Atlantic
South
Central
West
District
of
Columbia
1915- 16
1916- 17
1917- 18
1918- 19
1919- 20
1920- 21
1921- 22
1922- 23
1923- 24
1924- 25
1925- 26 
V 1926-27
1927- 28
1928- 29
1929- 30
1930- 31
1931- 32
1932- 33
40,482,799
40,210,847.
35,449,247 -
44,398,389
38,981,914
37,702,866
39,416,439
48,600,069
54,416,481
48,459,608
40,442,730
42,650,443
48,347,393
47,163,537
46,688,560
44,020,555
45,852,372
45,698,028
6,428,620 
5,936,938 
4,955,502 
5,581,988 
5,374,580 
5,916,613 
6,134,915 
6,910,726 
7,799,464 
6,951,659 
5,945,174 
5,861,226 
6,811,597 
, 6,189,491 
6,034,550 
5,565,910 
5,935,890 
5,665,841
15,358,939
15,365,961
13,789,849
17,088,920
14,615,683
13,724,798
13,840,890
16,826,818
18,876,800
15,787,899
12,980,701
13,608,530
15,584,062
15,706,526
15,802,554
14,643,772
14,307,634
14,482,228
14,286,817
14,358,932
13,343,899
17,368,145
15,253,384
14,381,286
14,982,281
19,738,667
22,003,803
20,504,151
17,364,040
18,854,548
20,623,570
20,064,815
19,943,824
19,281,143
20,901,322
20,422,216
1,089,847
1,055,636
918,253
1,278,099
1,570,537
1,386,256
1,635,933
1,840,982
2,164,986
1,866,149
1,500,820
1,561,823
1,815,384
1,720,664
1,676,863
1,510,930
1,497,166
.1,555,392
1,701,156 
2,055,636 
1,318,073 
1,590,741 
1,064,732 
1,085,362 
1,353,256 
1,560,981 
1,596,753 
1,444,380 
1,055,810 
1,129,517 
1,460,208 
1,578,149 
- 1,367,920 
1,202,444 
1,246,085 
1,621,938
1,533,163
2,053,904
1,072,225
1,224,701
1,013,580
1,090,567
1,347,169
1,578,107
1,787,156
1,737,041
1,473,021
1,510,788
1,783,674
1,739,714
1,728,374
1,670,516
1,798,043
1,890,123
84,257
80,900
51,446
65,795
89,419 ^  
117,984 ^
122.788
143.788 
187,519 
168,329 
123,164 
124,011 
178,898 
168,178 
134,481 
145,840 
166,232
60,290
Source of data :
Bureau of Animal Industry, United States Department of Agriculture.
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TABLE 12. PERCENTAGE OP UNITED STATES TOTAL FEDERALLY 
INSPECTED HOG SLAUGHTER IN EACH REGION, 1915 - 1933.
(Year ending June 30)
Year
North
Atlantic
states
South
Atlantic
states
Eastern 
Corn Belt
Western 
Corn Belt
South
Central
states
West
1914-15 17.59 .85 39.87 35.89 2.96 2.84
1915-16 17.83 .95 37.94 35.29 4.20 3.79
1916-17 16.53 1.06 38.21 35.71 5.11 3.38
1917-18 15.38 1.34 38.90 37.64 3.72 3.02
1918-19 14.49 1.56 38.49 39.12 3.58 2.76
1919-20 15.87 2.18 37.49 39.13 2.73 2.60
1920-21 ?' J 18.19 1.50 36.40 38.14 2.88 2.89
1921-22 18.35 1.67 35.11 38.02 3.43 3.42
1922-23 16.80 1.51 34.62 40.61 3.21 3.25
1923-24 17.22 1.43 34.69 40.44 2.93 3.29
1924-25 16.94 1.61 32.58 42.31 2.98 3.58
1925-26 17.13 1.59 32.10 42.93 2.61 3.64
1926-27 16.09 1.60 31.91 44.21 2.65 3.54
1927-28 16.53 1.68 32.24 42.66 3.02 3.87
1928-29 15.46 1.66 33.30 42.54 3.35 3.69
1929-30 15.05 1.75 33.85 42.71 2.93 3.71
1930-31 14.86 1.55 33.27 43.80 2.73 3.79
1931-32 15.26 1.31 31.20 45.58 2.72 3.93
1932-33 14.52 1.41 31.69 44.69 3.55 4.14
Source of data:
Compiled by the Bureau of Agricultural Economics from data supplied by the 
Bureau of Animal Industry, United States Department of Agriculture.
TABLE 13. .HOGS ON FARMS ON JANUARY 1. 1915-1934. PERCENTAGE 
OF THE UNITED STATES TOTAL IN EACH REGION.
Year
North
Atlantic
states
South
Atlantic
states
Eastern 
Corn Belt
Western 
Corn Belt
South
Central
states
West
1915 5.00 11.27 21.43 34.92 22.77 4.61
1916 4.72 11.10 21.05 36.25 22.31 4.56
1917 4.83 12.15 20.58 34.42 23.32 4.70
1918 4.76 12.01 20.96 36.07 22.06 4.14
1919 4.94 12.57 21.50 35.32 21.54 4.13
1920 4.42 10.36 23.82 36.51 20.48 4.41
1921 3.92 10.07 24.00 38.75 19.19 4.07
1922 3.50 9.35 22.40 42.42 18.18 4.15
1923 2.87 7.64 23.17 47.07 15.23 4.02
1924 2.80 7.36 23.42 48.92 13.44 4.06
1925 2.63 7.31 22.77 48.74 13.44 4.11
' 1926 2.73 7.32 22.93 49.78 13.24 4.00
1927 2.84 7.21 22.92 49.21 13.64 4.18
1928 2.82 7.35 22.05 49.59 13.87 4.32
1929 2.66 7.16 21.30 50.53 13.99 4.36
1930 2.59 7.12 20.22 52.10 13.84 4.13
1931 2.45 6.95 20.41 52.82 13.08 4.29
1932 2.29 6.90 20.76 51.31 14.23 4.51
1933* 2.31 6.90 22.80 48.05 15.84 4.10
1934* 2.39 7.18 23.43 47.99 15.12 3.89
Source of data:
Division of Crop and Livestock Estimates, Bureau of Agricultural Economics, 
United States Department of Agriculture.
*Preliminary.
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TABLE 14. HOGS ON FARMS IN THE UNITED STATES BY REGIONS ON 
JANUARY 1. 1915 - 1934.
(Thousands)
Year
North
Atlantic
states
South
Atlantic
states
Eastern 
Corn Belt
Western 
Corn Belt
South
Central
states
West
United
States
total
1915 2,960 6,665 12,679 20,653 13,467 2,726 59,150
1916 3,046 7,165 13,591 23,403 14,402 2,946 64,553
1917 2,963 7,458 12,626 21,123 14,310 2,884 61,364
1918 3,159 7,965 13,901 23,924 14,631 2,747 66,327
1919 3,419 8,690 14,865 24,423 14,894 2,852 69,143
1920 2,660 6,233 14,328 21,965 12,319 2,654 60,159
1921 2,313 5,935 14,146 22,838 11,311 2,399 58,942
1922 2,191 5,497 13,409 25,390 10,878 2,484 59,849
1923 1,995 5,291 16,057 32,620 10,558 2,783 69,304
1924 1,862 4,900 15-,592 32,573 8,947 2,702 66,576
1925 1,462 4,080 12,700 27,742 7,495 2,291 55,770
1926 1,422 3,811 11,942 25,930 ,  6,897 2,083 52,085
1927 1,568 4,005 12,711 27,299 7,567 2,318 55,468
1928 1,743 4,538 13,620 30,634 8,568 2,669 61,772
1929 1,566 4,206 12,520 29,706 8,225 - 2,566 58,789
1930 1,433 3,938 11,182 28,810 7,654 2,284 55,301
1931 1,332 3,781 11,104 28,735 7,114 2,333 54,399
1932 1,349 4,070 12,244 30,268 8,393 2,664 58,988
1933 1,412 4,237 13,980 29,467 9,711 2,513 61,320
1934 1,333 4,022 13,115 26,863 8,467 2,176 55,976
Source of data:
Division of Crop and Livestock Estimates, Bureau of Agricultural Economics, 
United States Department of Agriculture.
TABLE 15. CORN ACREAGE IN THE UNITED STATES BY REGIONS. 
, 1915 - 1933.
Year
North
Atlantic
Eastern 
Corn Belt
Western 
Corn Belt
South
Atlantic
South
Central West Total
t t t t t f t
1915 2,811 22,100 36,960 12,018 25,530 1,204 100,623
1916 2,641 22,170 38,035 11,730 24,690 1,295 100,561
1917 2,850 23,875 43,106 12,850 26,740 1,472 110,893
1918 2,888 22,410 36,930 12,830 25,620 1,517 102,195
1919 2,851 21,641 34,867 12,623 24,461 1,702 98,145
1920 2,714 22,302 38,287 12,076 24,038 1,942 101,359
1921 2,677 21,576 37,192 12,451 27,284 1,975 103,155
1922 2,566 20,841 38,309 11,978 24,575 2,076- 100,345
1923 2,450 21,440 41,394 11,343 22,014 2,482 101,123
1924 2,393 20,812 '42,715 10,804 21,146 2,550 100,420
1925 2,426 21,693 43,925 10,944 19,821 2,522 101,331
1926 2,342 21,134 43,030 10,514 19,991 2,441 99,452
1927 2,176 19,370 42,393 10,410 21,802 2,206 98,357
1928 2,149 20,781 43,813 10,098 21,164 2,331 100,336
1929 2,154 19,440 43,232 9,978 20,669 2,333 97,806
1930 2,127 20,134 44,734 10,409 21,089 2,590 101,083
1931 2,191 21,341 45,742 10,963 22,994 2,717 105,948
1932 2,198 21,016 47,706 11,158 23,625 2,965 108,668
1933* 2,209 19,549 44,132 11,118 22,229 3,002 102,239
Source of data:
Division of Statistical and Historical Research, Bureau of Agricultural Eco­
nomics, United States Department of Agriculture. 
tThese figures in thousands.
*Preliminary.
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TABLE 16. PERCENTAGE OF THE UNITED STATES TOTAL CORN ACREAGE 
IN EACH REGION. 1915 - 1933.
Year
North
Atlantic
states
Eastern 
Corn Belt
Western 
Corn Belt
South
Atlantic
states
■ South 
Central 
states .
West
1915 2.79 21.97 36.73 11.94 25.37 1.20
1916 2.63 22.05 37.82 11.66 24.55 1.29
1917 2.57 21.53 38.87 11.59 24.11 1.33
1918 2.83 21.93 36.14 12.55 25.07 1.48
1919 2.90 22.05 35.53 12.86 24.92 1.74
1920 2.68 22.00 37.77 11.91 23.72 1.92
1921 2.60 20.92 36.05 12.07 26.45 1.91
1922 2.56 20.77 38.18 11.93 24.49 2.07
1923 2.42 21.20 40.94 11.22 21.77 2.45
1924 2.38 20.72 42.54 10.76 21.06 2.54
1925 2.39 21.41 43.35 10.80 19.56 2.49
1926 2.35 21.25 43.27 10.57 20.10 2.46
1927 2.21 19.69 43.10 10.59 22.17 2.24
1928 2.14 20.71 43.67 10.07 21.09 2.32
1929 2.20 19.88 44.20 10.20 21.13 2.39
1930 2.10 19.92 44.26 10.30 20.86 2.56
1931 2.07 20.14 43.17 10.35 21.70 2.57
1932* 2.02 19.34 43.90 10.27 21.74 2.73
1933* 2.16 19.12 43.17 10.87 21.74 2.94
Source of data:
Division of Statistical and Historical Research, Bureau of Agricultural Econo­
mics, United States Department of Agriculture.
*Preliminary.
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TABLE 17. NUMBER* OE DECKS OF HOGS SHIPPED TO VARIOUS DESTINATIONS FROM THE CHICAGO YARDS 1923-1929
1
1923 1924 1925 1926 1927 1928 j 1929
1
Average Total
Baltimore ................................... 1,753 3,724 3,358 2,856 3,609 2,966 2,517 2,969.0 20,783
Buffalo ....................................... 2,876 2,625 1,865 1,335 830 1,078 1,288 1,699.6 11,897
Cleveland ................................... 1,721 1,326 1,590 2,073 1,175 2,594 1,167 1,663.7 11,646
Detroit ....................................... 5,050 5,801 3,168 3,530 2,920 4,916 4,490 4,267.9 29,875
Milwaukee ................................. 198 371 250 535 558 290 194 342.3 2,396
New York City ........................ 2,060 3,144 2,001 2,558 1,966 956 577 1,894.6 13,262
Philadelphia .............................. 470 959 1,488 1,182 1,400 1,164 1,521 1,169.1 8,184
Pittsburgh ................................. , 2,041 2,515 2,003 1,502 1,268 877 995 1,600.1 11,201
Connecticutt .............................. 738 493 193 36 9 304 345 302.6 2,118
Delaware ..................................... 412 940 1,379 1,281 1,325 1,189 1,070 1,085.1 7,596
Illinois ....................................... 181 197 242 289 312 435 416 296.0 2,072
Indiana ....................................... 462 489 302 481 684 367 487 467.4 3,272
Kentucky ................................... 470 44 61 21 2 21 23 91.7 642
Maine ......................................... 131 92 24 40 42 92 43 66.3 464
Maryland ................................... 173 130 45 8 14 55 25 64.3 450
Massachusetts .......................... 2,088 1,245 608 198 125 1,155 995 916.3 6,414
Michigan ................................... 95 284 230 254 315 527 632 333.9 2,337
New Jersey .............................. 2,403 3,318 3,221 3,689 2,926 2,239 1,511 2,758.1 19,307
New York ................................. 2,834 2,836 3,313 2,741 2,410 2,827 2,408 2,767,0 19,369
Ohio ................... -....................... 2,782 3,056 3,439 3,637 1,730 2,233 1,968 2,549.3 17,845
Pennsylvania ............................ 4,438 4,746 3,507 2,714 2,692 3,483 3,002 3,511.7 24,582
Rhode Island ............................ 1,668 1,632 1,132 696 217 74 104 789.0 5,523
Wisconsin ...............-.................. 284 67 33 295 136 92 5 130.3 912
Virginia ...... ............................... 21 109 34 13 32 159 244 87.4 612
Washington, D. C. ................. 39 160 218 32 34 15 71.1 498
West Virginia .......................... 1,814 1,300 1,021 1,015 576 652 673 1,007.3 7,051
Tennessee ................................... - 19 36 37 56 2 122 40 44.6 312
Miscellaneous ............................ 6 15 7 13 5 2 2 7.1 50
Total ................................... 37,227 41,654 33,769 33,080 27,314 30,884 26,742 32,952.8 230,670
Source of data: Duddy and Revzan. The Chicago Livestock Market. Pages 85-86, 1931.
*Data on the eight cities are separate from and additional to that reported from states in which the cities are located.
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